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LIBRARY  BOND  ISSUE,  NOVEMBER  1988 


Background 

In  the  November  1988  election,  San  Francisco  voters  approved  Proposition  A 
which  provides  $109.5  million  in  bonds  for  the  construction  of  a  main  library  and 
reconstruction  of  branch  libraries.  The  San  Francisco  Voter  Information  Pam- 
phlet contained  statements  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  the  Official  Argument 
and  by  the  Mayor  and  others  in  paid  arguments  that  money  from  the  bonds  would 
be  used  for  seismic  work,  handicapped  access,  or  other  needed  physical  improve- 
ments in  all  city-owned  branch  libraries. 

After  passage  of  the  proposition,  city  officials  publicly  admitted  that  the  bond 
money  was  msufficient  to  upgrade  all  city-owned  libranes-*^.  The  $5  million  desig- 
nated for  work  on  all  of  the  branch  libraries  was  sufficient  to  upgrade  only  eight 
branch  libraries.  In  fact,  at  least  $10  miUion  more  would  be  necessary  to  complete 
the  work  on  all  of  the  branches.  The  1989-1990  Civil  Grand  Jury  investigated  how 
an  error  of  this  magnimde  occurred. 


Findings 

In  researching  the  decision-making  process,  the  Jury  found  a  dearth  of  documen- 
tation, and  what  the  Jury  did  find  was  inconsistent  and  confusing. 

The  Capital  Improvement  Advisory  Committee  (CIAC)  is  a  body  created  by  the 
San  Francisco  Administrative  Code.  One  of  its  functions  is  to  analyze  general 
obligation  bonds  before  they  are  submitted  for  consideration  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.  On  June  24,  1988,  the  CIAC  recommended  a  bond  issue  of  $120 
million  which  included  $5  million  for  branch  library  improvements. 

The  Budget  Analyst  for  the  Board  of  Supervisors  wrote  on  June  29,  1988  that  the 
$5  million  would  allow  for  "major  improvements  to  the  City's  twenty-six  branch 
libraries".  On  July  6, 1989,  the  Budget  Analyst  noted  that  the  CIAC  recommended 
legislation  reducing  the  total  bond  to  $109  million  and  that  $5  million  of  that 
"would  be  allocated  for  major  improvements  to  twentv-one  of  the  City's  twenty-six 
branch  Ubraries". 

We  could  find  no  written  documentation  of  a  second  meeting  of  the  CIAC  reduc- 
ing the  bond  recommendation,  if  it  occurred.  There  was  no  agenda,  no  written 
recommendation  coming  from  the  second  meeting,  no  minutes,  no  public  notice, 
no  record  of  who  attended. 


1.  Of  the  26  branch  libraries,  the  City  owns  21  and  leases  5. 
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CIAC  is  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Brown  Act^.  The  Jury  found  that  the 
provisions  or  the  Brown  Act  were  violated  with  respect  to  CIAC's  consideration 
of  the  library  bond.  Most  significantly,  if  there  was  a  second  meeting  (and  the. 
evidence  of  it  is  inconclusive),  no  agenda  of  it  was  posted  72  hours  in  advance. 
Legally,  no  action  could  have  been  taken  at  the  second  CIAC  meeting.  (Govern- 
ment Code  section  54954.2.) 

The  procedural  problems  with  the  manner  in  which  CIAC  operated  are  magnified 
by  the  error  which  occurred.  Did  any  CIAC  member  think  $5  million  would  be 
sufficient  for  major  improvements  in  26  branch  libraries?  In  21?  A  thorough 
review  of  the  construction  request  would  have  shown  the  gross  understatement  of 
the  needs  of  branch  libraries.  The  Director  of  Public  Works,  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors, and  the  Capital  Improvement  Advisory  Committee  failed  to  notice  the 
error;  furthermore,  CIAC  precluded  pubUc  review  by  failing  to  give  notice  of  the 
CIAC  meeting.  CIAC  left  no  paper  trail  to  ensure  accountability. 

The  Director  of  Public  Works  has  admitted  that  an  engineer  in  his  office  errone- 
ously calculated  the  funds  needed.  The  Director  takes  responsibility  for  the  error. 

Although  the  Director  readily  accepts  blame,  his  action  does  not  absolve  others  of 
their  responsibility  for  an  error  of  this  magnitude.  Statutes  require  that  bond 
measures  be  reviewed  by  CIAC  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  In  each  instance, 
the  reviewing  body  failed  to  catch  the  flagrant  error. 

The  Chief  Administrative  Officer  testified  that  the  intent  of  the  initial  bond 
measure  was  to  fond  $5  million  of  improvements  at  city-owned  branch  libraries;  it 
could  fund  all,  it  could  fund  some  -  the  decision  was  to  be  made  after  the  election. 
His  testimony  was  directly  at  odds  with  the  arguments  submitted  by  the  Mayor 
and  Board  of  Supervisors  in  the  Voter  Information  Pamphlet. 

City  officials  misled  voters  into  believing  that  the  bond  measure  would  improve 
all  libraries. 


Recommendations 

1.  The  Director  of  Public  Works  should  scrutinize  and  double-check  assumptions 
on  which  he  relies  to  certify  (pursuant  to  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code 
section  2J0-1)  that  the  cost  estimate  for  contemplated  construction  which  may  be 
part  of  a  proposed  bond  project  is  accurate  and  complete.  The  Director  should 


1.  The  Brown  Act  regulates  how  public  agencies  conduct  their  business,  detailing  among  other 
things,  public  notice  of  a  meeting  and  its  agenda,  and  the  taking  of  minutes  and  recording  of 
votes.  It  states  "  Tlie  Legislature  finds  and  declares  that  public  agencies  in  this  state  exist  to 
aid  in  the  conduct  of  the  people 's  business  and  that  their  actions  be  taken  openly  and  their 
deliberations  be  conducted  openly.  The  people  of  this  state  do  not  yield  their  sovereignty  to  the 
agencies  which  serve  them.  The  people,  in  delegating  authority,  do  not  give  their  public  serv- 
ants the  right  to  decide  what  is  good  for  the  people  to  know  and  what  is  not  good  for  them  to 
know.  The  people  insist  on  remaining  informed  so  that  they  may  retain  control  over  the  in- 
struments they  have  created. " 
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communicate  those  assumptions  to  the  CIAC  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

2.  The  Capital  Improvement  Advisory  Committee  should  develop  and  follow 
"reasonable  rules  and  regulations"  (San  Francisco  Charter  section  3.500)  which 
include  the  following  procedural  steps  to  assure  a  complete,  thorough  review  of 
all  proposed  bond  measures: 

a.  Notice  of  meetings  and  the  agenda  should  be  provided  72  hours  in 
advance  of  the  meetings  in  accordance  with  Rule  9  of  the  CIAC  and  Section  8.16 
of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code. 

b.  A  complete  record  of  proceedings  of  each  meeting  should  be  kept 
(Charter  section  3500),  including  names  of  the  members  who  attended  and  how 
they  voted  on  any  issue  requiring  a  vote. 

3.  The  Mayor,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer, 
who  submit  statements  in  the  Voter  Information  Pamphlet  should  carefully 
review  the  facts  to  ensure  the  accuracy  of  their  statements. 
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